The citation half-life of our Journal is over 10 years. The citation half-life is defined as the median age of the articles cited in the Journal. This indicates that many articles in hand surgery are relevant for over a decade, so that the impact of an article over just the first 2 years or less is not a good measure of the importance of the article. The 5 year IF of the Journal is now 1.770, which is a significant improvement and will improve further as our 2 year IF is rising. That may be a better measure of our impact.
The IF is important in some countries for research funding and academic tenure. In some countries, publications in journals with an IF of <1.0 do not count towards academic status. In other countries, funding is directly correlated with the IF of publications. A higher IF should help us attract better articles, which will help improve the Journal.
What we want is a high-quality journal publishing the best articles in our field and so making the biggest difference in our discipline; that is, the aim of just about all journals. The difficulty is measuring the quality of the articles and the impact we are having. We receive data on the individual article citation. This gives an indicator of the most cited (important) articles, but this is only one small measure of impact. It also shows articles that receive no citations. This may mean they are not very good articles, or perhaps the following 2 years were a fallow period in that topic and their time may come. Before all the modern electronic media, IF was the only metric. Now there are a range of possible metrics, known as altmetrics, for assessing the impact of an article, including online downloads, twitter links, etc. In time, each article will have its own article level metric (ALM), which will be visible online. The significance of extensive twittering about an article in hand surgery is yet to be established, but in some disciplines has been shown to correlate quite well with the number of citations.
Measurements of impact are established and will continue to be measured. The IF is almost certainly more relevant to rapidly moving fields of research such as molecular biology than hand surgery, but IFs do establish a ranking that cannot be ignored. Most researchers would prefer to publish an article in Nature than this Journal, but publication in this Journal carries greater weight than in some other journals. My predecessors as Editor or Editor-in-Chief have rightly not set too much store on the IF. We should be pleased that it has risen as it may draw in more good submissions, but it is an imperfect measure and may well not stay so high. That, in turn, will probably not mean that the standard or relevance of the Journal had sudden fallen. The IF is just one measure of how well we are doing, but there are many other measures we cannot score: how many people receive but never read the journal; how many read but ignore the data; how many people change practice having read a particular articlethat would be wonderful to know, as that would show a real impact.
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